- BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF UTAH -

Rocky Mountain Power’s 2025 Avoided DOCKET NO. 25-035-30
Cost Input Changes Quarterly Compliance
Filing ORDER TO SUBMIT UPDATED
INFORMATION AFTER PSC ISSUES
ORDER ON IRP

ISSUED: January 12, 2026

Rocky Mountain Power (RMP) must file quarterly compliance filings with the
PSC identifying any updates to the inputs it uses to calculate avoided cost prices.
Schedule 38, in turn, directs stakeholders and potential developers of qualified
facilities to these quarterly reports for “[g]leneral pricing information.”* The quarterly
reports do not reflect published prices. Actual prices, in a final power purchase
agreement, vary contingent on many factors, including the specific generation
characteristics of the facility. To obtain even an indicative price, developers must first
submit project-specific information to RMP, after which RMP will place the developer
in its pricing queue for qualified facilities.

Pursuant to a settlement the PSC approved in 2015, RMP must designate
changes in its quarterly compliance filings as “routine” or “non-routine.”? The
settlement provides: “Routine Updates will be incorporated into avoided cost pricing

without prior notification or agreement from the parties.”® Further, “[a] Non-Routine

! Electric Service Schedule No. 38 at 38.1.

2 See In the Matter of the Review of Electric Service Schedule No. 38, Qualifying Facilities Procedures,
and Other Related Procedural Issues, Docket No. 14-035-140, Order Approving Settlement Agreement
on Schedule 38 Procedures issued June 9, 2015 [hereafter “Order Approving Settlement”].

3 1d. at Attachment: Settlement Agreement, 9 19.
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Update may be incorporated into the avoided cost pricing only after it has been
identified in a Schedule 38 quarterly compliance filing ... and either: i) the Non-Routine
Update was unchallenged by any party for a period of three weeks after the filing of
the quarterly compliance report, or ii) the Non-Routine Update is challenged by any
party and resolution is reached either by settlement or later [PSC] action.” However,
parties “may challenge or file comments on both Routine and Non-Routine Updates”
and the PSC “may be asked to determine whether any challenged updates should be
included in avoided cost pricing, and whether challenged updates should be
considered Routine or Non-Routine.”*?

Here, RMP filed its 2025.Q1 Avoided Cost Input Changes Quarterly Compliance
Filing (“Q1 Filing”) on May 7, 2025. RMP designated all changes in the Q1 Filing as
routine. On May 27, 2025, the Division of Public Utilities (DPU) filed comments
representing it had reviewed the Q1 Filing and concluded RMP calculated the avoided
cost pricing according to the PSC’s approved methods. The same date, Salt Lake City
Corporation (“SLC Corp”) submitted comments, contesting RMP’s proposed changes
and requesting the PSC consider imposing a different methodology for the calculation

of avoided cost prices.

“1d.
*Id. at 9 20.
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After holding a scheduling conference, the PSC issued a Scheduling Order on
August 1, 2025, allowing stakeholders to submit comments and reply comments with
the latter being due November 7, 2025.

In the interim, RMP filed its 2025.Q2 Avoided Cost Input Changes Quarterly
Compliance Filing (“Q2 Filing") on September 30, 2025.

For further context, approximately one month before filing its Q1 Filing, RMP
submitted its annual proposed tariff revisions (“Schedule 37 Revisions”) to update
published avoided cost rates under Schedule 37 in a separate docket (“Schedule 37
Docket”).t After SLC Corp and some other interested stakeholders objected to those
changes, the PSC set the matter for a virtual technical conference and allowed for
several rounds of comments. After the technical conference and reviewing all the filed
comments, the PSC issued an order (“Schedule 37 Order”) on November 28, 2025,
declining to approve the revisions to Schedule 37. There, the PSC noted RMP had
made “significant changes in its [IRP] modeling that have raised understandable
concerns among stakeholders given the substantial decrease in avoided cost prices.”’
The PSC, however, emphasized that “RMP does not appear to anticipate entering a
material number of contracts under Schedule 37 in the short term” and “no evidence

suggests that ratepayers are likely to be harmed should existing avoided cost prices

¢ See RMP’s Proposed Tariff Revisions to Electric Service Schedule No. 37, Avoided Cost Purchases
from Qualifying Facilities, Docket No. 25-035-T03 (“Schedule 37 Docket”).

7 Schedule 37 Docket, Order Declining to Approve Schedule 37 Tariff Revisions (“Schedule 37 Order”)
issued Nov. 28, 2025, at 9.
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remain in effect until the PSC has reviewed the 2025 IRP.”® Consequently, the PSC
declined to approve RMP’s proposed Schedule 37 Revisions and directed RMP to refile
proposed updates to Schedule 37 avoided cost pricing within 60 days after the PSC
issues its order concerning whether to acknowledge RMP’s 2025 IRP in PacifiCorp’s
2025 Integrated Resource Plan, Docket No. 25-035-22 [“2025 IRP Docket”].

RMP’s most recent filing in this docket represents that RMP “continues to
provide Schedule 38 avoided cost pricing based on the Utah 2025 IRP preferred
portfolio and incorporates all routine updates as soon as they become available[,]” but
notes “[w]hile [it] provided avoided cost estimates based on its Final 2025 IRP
preferred portfolio in its [Q2 Filing] in this docket, it does not intend to adopt those
assumptions for Schedule 38 avoided cost pricing unless directed to do so by the
[PSC].”?” RMP further emphasizes “all Schedule 38 QF contracts are subject to [PSC]
approval, and the PSC ‘may at any time make changes to this Schedule [38], QF pricing
methods and inputs, or terms and conditions.”*® In other words, “while changes in the
avoided cost pricing methodology could complicate ongoing QF negotiations and
developer timelines, the [PSC] retains the ability to ensure appropriate avoided costs
are used in each contract it approves.”* Finally, RMP represents “[a]t this time, [RMP]

does not have any potential QFs in Utah that have received indicative pricing based on

8/d. at 10.

? RMP’s Reply Comments filed Nov. 7, 2025, at 2.

10 /d. (quoting Electric Service Schedule 38, Section |1.B.4) (emphasis in original).
1 d.
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the 2025 IRP and would be impacted by changes in the avoided cost pricing
methodology."*?

Ordinarily, the PSC does not issue orders approving or otherwise
acknowledging RMP’s quarterly avoided cost filings.'* Here, given the concerns that
had been raised in the Schedule 37 Docket and their similarity, the PSC established a
process and noticed a comment period for the Q1 Filing.

Unlike the Schedule 37 Docket, this docket does not involve published tariff
prices.! Rather, these quarterly updates are informative and provide only “general
pricing information.” To obtain even an indicative price, developers of qualified
facilities must request indicative pricing directly from RMP, which requires the
developer to first provide significant project-specific information to RMP enumerated
under Schedule 38.

As discussed in the Schedule 37 Order, questions exist concerning the impact of
RMP’s modeling changes in the 2025 IRP on avoided cost pricing. There, the PSC
elected to suspend and declined to implement RMP’s updated published prices for

Schedule 37 pending the PSC’s order in the 2025 IRP Docket.

121d.

13 See, e.g., RMP’s 2024 Avoided Cost Input Changes Quarterly Compliance Filing, Docket No. 24-035-35;
RMP’s 2023 Avoided Cost Input Changes Quarterly Compliance Filing, Docket No. 23-035-28.

1 Schedule 37 pricing is available only to relatively small qualified facilities with a design capacity of up
to 1,000 kW for cogeneration facilities and 3,000 kW for small power production facilities. See RMP’s
Electric Service Schedule No. 37 at 37.1.
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Here, there is no published pricing to suspend. As we indicated in the Schedule
37 Order, it may well be that the changes RMP has implemented improve its modeling
and result in more accurate avoided cost pricing. RMP has represented it has not
implemented the changes discussed in its Q2 Filing and will not implement them
pending further instruction from the PSC. RMP presumably implemented the updates
in its Q1 Filing months ago because RMP identified all those updates as routine. The
PSC does not have sufficient information to determine what negative ramifications
might exist were it to order RMP to unwind changes made in connection with the Q1
Filing. However, contracts under Schedule 38 are, by definition, larger in capacity and,
therefore, exaggerated avoided cost rates for such contracts entail greater risk for
customers.

Accordingly, given that the 2025 IRP Docket is nearing its conclusion, the PSC
will take no further action in this docket pending the outcome of the IRP Docket. The
PSC directs RMP to abide by its commitment not to implement the changes in its Q2
Filing pending the outcome of the 2025 IRP Docket. As in the Schedule 37 Docket, the
PSC directs RMP to file updated avoided cost input changes within 60 days after the

PSC issues its order concerning whether to acknowledge RMP’s 2025 IRP.
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DATED at Salt Lake City, Utah, January 12, 2026.

/s/ Michael J. Hammer
Presiding Officer

Attest:

/s/ Gary L. Widerburg
PSC Secretary

DW#343340
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| CERTIFY that on January 12, 2026, a true and correct copy of the foregoing
was served upon the following as indicated below:

By Email:

Data Request Response Center (datareg@pacificorp.com, utahdockets@pacificorp.com)
PacifiCorp

Max Backlund (max.backlund@pacificorp.com)
Rocky Mountain Power

Phillip J. Russell (prussell@jdrslaw.com)
James Dodge Russell & Stephens, P.C.
Attorney for Salt Lake City Corporation

Patricia Schmid (pschmid@agutah.gov)
Patrick Grecu (pgrecu@agutah.gov)
Robert Moore (rmoore@agutah.gov)
Assistant Utah Attorneys General

Madison Galt (mgalt@utah.gov)
Division of Public Utilities

Alyson Anderson (akanderson@utah.gov)
Asami Kobayashi (akobayashi@utah.gov)
Jennifer Ntiamoah (jntiamoah@utah.gov)
Cameron Irmas (cirmas@utah.gov)

Bela Vastag (bvastag@utah.gov)

Alex Ware (aware@utah.gov)
(ocs@utah.gov)

Office of Consumer Services

/s/ Melissa R. Paschal
Lead Paralegal




